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IN THE UNITED STATES PA TENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TR IAL AND APPEAL BOARD  

 
 

E. & J. GALLO WINERY, 

            Opposer, 

 
 v. 
 
MIMULANI AG, 

 Applicant. 

 

 
Opposition No. 91181380 
Opposition No. 91181381 
Opposition No. 91181383 
Opposition No. 91181384 
Opposition No. 91181385 
Opposition No. 91181386 
Opposition No. 91181388 
(Consolidated)   

 

 

APPLICANT'S OPPOSITION TO  
OPPOSER'S MOTION TO REOPEN DISCOVERY PERIOD  

_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Opposer E. & J. Gallo Winery ("Gallo") engaged in willful or neglectful delay in 

pursuing discovery.  The negligence was well within its reasonable control, and, as set forth 

below, its motion appears to be made in bad faith.  Gallo's motion to reopen discovery should be 

denied. 

I. Legal Background  

Gallo must show that its failure to pursue discovery within the discovery period 

constitutes "excusable neglect" under F. R. Civ. P. 6(b)(2).  Following the Supreme Court, the 

Board held in Pumpkin Ltd. v. The Seed Corps., 43 USPQ2d 1582 (TTAB 1997), that the 

determination of whether a party's neglect is excusable is: 

at bottom an equitable one, taking account of all relevant circumstances 
surrounding the party's omission. These include . . .[1] the danger of prejudice to 
the [nonmovant], [2] the length of the delay and its potential impact on judicial 
proceedings, [3] the reason for the delay, including whether it was within the 
reasonable control of the movant, and [4] whether the movant acted in good 
faith. 
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43 USPQ2d 1582; see also FirstHealth of the Carolinas, Inc. v. CareFirst of Md., Inc., 479 F.3d 

825, 829 (Fed. Cir. 2007).  Accordingly, the Board's assessment of the excusability of Gallo's 

negligent failure to obtain the discovery it now seeks should be assessed according these four 

factors.  

 
II. Factual Background  

 As noted in Gallo's motion (pg. 1), Gallo served its first set of document requests, 

interrogatories and admissions on August 18, 2008 and counsel for both parties agreed to extend 

the deadline for Mimulani's response by two weeks to October 6, 2008.  On October 6, 2008 

Mimulani timely served responses to the requests.  (Goehring Decl., ¶¶ 2 & 3).  Copies of the 

original responses are attached hereto as Exhibit A and clearly include a certificate of service 

indicating that the responses were served on October 6, 2008 to "Paul Reidl" at "E. & J. Gallo 

Winery, P.O. Box 1130, Modesto, CA 95353".  (Ex. A).  Within the next two days, on October 7 

or 8, 2008, Mimulani also served production documents consisting of several labeled and Bates 

numbered documents.  (Goehring Decl., ¶ 4).  These documents are attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

Further corroborating the October 2008 service dates of Mimulani's responses and the 

document production are Exhibits C and D attached hereto.  Exhibit C is an October 6, 2008 

email internal to Young & Thompson wherein one of the firm's trademark paralegals, Hue 

Morrison, reminds Mimulani's counsel, Jeffrey Goehring, that that day was the deadline for 

service of Mimulani's responses.  Exhibit D hereto is an email from the undersigned counsel to 

Mimulani sent on October 15, 2009 and with privileged portions redacted.  The unredacted 
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portions of the email corroborate the October 6, 2008 service of the responses and the service of 

the document production. 

During the relevant time in the fall of 2008, discovery in this matter was set to close on 

December 25, 2009.  Discovery efforts by both parties remained active during the months of 

October and November of 2009.  In particular, Mimulani served a complete second set of 

discovery requests (admissions, interrogatories, and document requests) on October 15, 2008.  

The cover letter accompanying service identified certain deficiencies in Gallo's responses to 

Mimulani's first set of requests, namely that Gallo produced no documents despite indications in 

its responses that documents would be produced. 

Gallo served responses to Mimulani's October 15 requests on November 11, 2008.  Gallo 

again failed to produce any documents in response to either Mimulani's first or second set of 

document requests.  Moreover, Gallo's counsel's cover letter accompanying Gallo's responses 

failed to address the issue of Gallo's non-existent document production as raised in Mimulani's 

letter of October 15, 2008.  Instead, Gallo's counsel raised a discovery issue of its own, inquiring 

as to dates when Gallo could take Mimulani's deposition in the United States.  The cover letter 

also alleged that this inquiry regarding depositions had been made previously despite that no 

such previous inquiry had actually been made.  (Lebow Decl., ¶ 6).    Gallo's counsel's November 

11, 2008 inquiry as to deposition dates was the first time Gallo had raised this issue with counsel 

for Mimulani.  Id. 

Gallo's counsel's November 11, 2008 cover letter made no allegation of Mimulani being 

delinquent in responding to Gallo's discovery requests.  Pursuant to the parties' express 
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agreement to extend the deadline, Gallo would have been expecting such responses in early 

October, more than one month prior to Gallo's counsel's November 11, 2008 cover letter.  

On December 11, 2008, 14 days prior to the close of discovery, Mimulani's counsel 

received a second set of request for admissions from Gallo, dated December 9, with a cover letter 

that, for the first time, alleged that no responses to Gallo's August requests had been received.  

This statement is demonstrably inaccurate.  The request for admissions enclosed with the cover 

indisputably establish that Gallo had, at the very minimum, received Mimulani's document 

production served in early October 2008 because one of the admissions specifically references a 

Mimulani production document by Bates number.  Gallo's Admission No. 159 references 

Mimulani's production document Bates No. 000002.  The admission asks Mimulani to admit that 

"The document 'Mimulani AG 000002' is an accurate depiction of the manner in which 

Applicant uses APPLICANT'S MARK."  The citation to the Bates number necessarily confirms 

that Gallo had received Mimulani's document production. 

On December 19, 2008, 6 days prior to the close of discovery, counsel for Mimulani 

emailed counsel for Gallo and indicated that responses were in fact timely served on October 6, 

2008 and attached scans of the originals to the email.  (See Ex. A to Reidl Decl., accompanying 

Gallo's Motion).  Prior to drafting the email, counsel for Mimulani, Jeff Goehring, reviewed the 

P.O. Box address to which the responses were served, as listed in the responses' certificate of 

service.  (Goehring Decl., ¶ 10).  Mr. Goehring also reviewed the P.O. Box number and street 

address listed at the bottom of the letterhead of Gallo's counsel's December 9 and November 11, 

2008 letters.  Id.  Mr. Goehring noticed that the address in the certificates of service were "P.O. 

Box 1130, Modesto, CA 95353" while the street / P.O. Box address on Gallo's letterhead was 
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"P.O. Box 1130, 600 Yosemite Boulevard, Modesto, California 95354", i.e. the address of 

service was the P.O. Box and the zip code 95353 while the letterhead listed the P.O. Box and a 

street address, 600 Yosemite Boulevard, with a single zip code for both, 95354.  Id.  Mr. 

Goehring therefore suggested in the Dec. 19 email that if the responses were not yet received, it 

may have been because they were sent to 95353 instead of 95354 as listed on the letter head.  

(See Ex. A to Reidl Decl., accompanying Gallo's Motion). 

However, Mr. Goehring's speculation as to why service to "P.O. Box 1130, Modesto, CA 

95353" may have resulted from the fact that the alleged non-receipt was incorrect.  In reality, the 

95353 zip code is the correct zip code when sending mail to Gallo's P.O. Box 1130 in Modesto, 

CA, while the 95354 zip code is the correct zip code only when sending mail to Gallo's street 

address in Modesto, CA: 600 Yosemite Boulevard.  (Goehring Decl., ¶ 9).  This is confirmed by 

a recent telephone conversation with a Mr. Leo Soto at the Paradise Rd. U.S. Post Office in 

Modesto, CA.  Id.  

This is also confirmed by a review of the address used by Gallo.  In particular, when 

Gallo or a third party uses P.O. Box 1130 as an address, the 95353 zip code is used and the 600 

Yosemite Boulevard street address is not used.  (Ex. E, Gallo's counsel's signature page for its 

second set of requests for admissions; and Ex. F, printouts from the internet showing various 

third parties listing Gallo's address using P.O. Box 1130 with the 95353 zip code and not using 

the Yosemite Boulevard street address or the 95354 zip code).  Also, when Gallo and third 

parties use the 600 Yosemite Boulevard street address, the 95354 zip code is used.  See Ex. G, a 

mid-2008 email from counsel for Gallo to counsel for Mimulani with a signature line using the 
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street address and the 95354 zip code; and Ex. H, printout from the internet showing various 

third parties using Gallo's street address and the 95354 sip code).   

The only discrepancy in the above noted, correct ways of indicating Gallo's two 

addresses appears in Gallo's own letterhead on which its November 11 and December 9, 2008 

cover letters were printed and which gave rise to Mr. Goehring's confusion and his initial 

erroneous suggestion that the address of service may have been erroneous.  

Gallo repeatedly represents in its Motion and in its counsel's sworn statements 

accompanying its motion that it received no documents from Mimulani.  (See Gallo's Motion at 

pg. 2 last full paragraph and paragraph bridging pages 5-6; and Reidl Decl., ¶¶ 6 & 7).  As is 

apparent from the above, Gallo's statements that it received no document production is flatly 

inaccurate and serves to mislead the Board as to what Gallo did and did not receive.  Gallo's 

reference to Mimulani's labeled and Bates numbered document production in Gallo's Admission 

No. 128 is proof that Gallo indeed received documents in response to its requests for production 

despite its representations and sworn statements that it did not. 

Gallo's Motion and its counsel's sworn declarations also fail to inform the Board that the 

address to which Mimulani's October 6, 2008 responses were served, as indicated in the 

certificate of service, was a correct address.  Instead, counsel for Mimulani actively misleads the 

Board by characterizing the address as incorrect.  (Gallo's motion ¶¶ bridging pgs. 2-3 and 5-6).   

The notion that the responses may have been sent to the wrong address arose from 

Mimulani's counsel's comparison in his Dec. 19, 2008 email of the zip code used in serving the 

responses with the zip code noted on Gallo's letterhead (95354 vs 95353).  As noted and 

evidenced above, the address of service was in fact entirely correct, a fact which was 
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undoubtedly known to Gallo's counsel.  Nevertheless, Gallo urges the Board that "there is no 

dispute that Applicant did not properly serve timely discovery responses" (Gallo's motion pg. 2-

3), based solely on Mimulani's counsel's incorrect suggestion that there was a zip code 

discrepancy.  However, Mimulani's counsel's incorrect suggestion in his email regarding a 

discrepancy does not change the fact that the responses were served to "Paul Reidl" at "E. & J. 

Gallo Winery, P.O. Box 1130, Modesto, CA 95353" and that this is the correct address.  Gallo's 

brief obfuscates the issue by repeatedly alleging that Mr. Goehring's email constitutes some sort 

of admission that establishes that the responses were in fact sent to the wrong address. 

Given the above evidence, there can be no dispute that Mimulani did properly serve 

timely responses, exactly contrary to Gallo's characterization.  The evidence shows that the 

question is not whether Mimulani's counsel is misrepresenting whether or not it properly and 

timely served responses.  Rather, the question is whether Gallo's counsel is misrepresenting 

whether or not it received the timely and properly served responses.   

  
III. Argument in Support of Opposition  

All four equitable Pioneer factors weigh against reopening the discovery period, 

particularly the fourth and third.  Accordingly, the factors are addressed in reverse order below. 

 
A. Gallo's motion includes misrepresentations, omissions, and obfuscations of key 

facts as well as baseless accusations against Mimulani's counsel 
 
Gallo's counsel admits in its brief that, "if Applicant had properly served responses on 

October 6, Opposer would have received them long ago."  (Gallo motion, pg. 6).  Given that the 

evidence is that Gallo did timely and properly serve its responses on October 6, the only 
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conclusion can be, as Gallo admits, that Gallo did receive the responses and that it is 

misrepresenting this fact to the Board just as it misrepresented whether or not it received 

production documents from Mimulani.  Gallo's counsel's misleading the Board as to receipt of 

Mimulani's production documents should cast substantial doubt on the veracity of its assertions 

regarding receipt of Mimulani's responses.   

Moreover, Gallo's counsel omits key information regarding what constitutes its correct 

address and has made the demonstrably inaccurate representation to the Board that Mimulani's 

responses were served to the wrong address. 

Finally, counsel for Mimulani believes Gallo's counsel's bad faith is also evidenced by his 

expressly questioning (see Gallo's Motion at pg. 2 last full paragraph and paragraph bridging 

pages 5-6; and Reidl Decl., ¶ 7) the veracity of Mimulani's counsel's assertions that responses 

were served on October 6.  Gallo's counsel's attacks were made without any evidence, and, as 

shown above, are incorrect.  Attacking counsel's honesty with no evidence whatsoever is truly 

maligning and can only be considered as made in bad faith. 

 
B. The circumstances leading to Gallo's request to re-open were within Gallo's 

control   
 

Gallo's counsel's demonstrated misrepresentations constitute bad faith are sufficiently 

egregious and inequitable as to outweigh the other three equitable considerations.  Nonetheless, 

taking this factor on its face, Gallo's allegation that it did not receive Mimulani's responses is 

seriously suspect given Gallo's other misrepresentations.  Whether knowing or inadvertent, it is 

likely that Gallo's representations regarding Mimulani's responses are incorrect and that the U.S. 

Post Office did not fail to deliver a properly addressed package.  In short, Gallo's allegation 
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likely arises from either (1) its own mishandling of documents, (2) counsel's failure to review its 

record prior to raising this issue or filing the motion, or (3) knowing misrepresentation.  If any of 

these were the case, the "circumstances" leading to Gallo's request to reopen would necessarily 

have been within Gallo's control and this factor would favor Mimulani.   

Even if it is believed that Mimulani's discovery responses were not delivered, it was still 

entirely within Gallo's control to conduct discovery in a manner that would have precluded its 

present request.  The timeline when Gallo could have taken action began in early October, when 

it was expecting to receive Mimulani's responses as had been expressly agreed by the parties' 

counsel.  The timeline also began when Gallo received Mimulani's labeled and Bates numbered 

document production served in early October in response to Gallo's document requests.   

If Gallo did not receive the written responses related to the document production as it 

alleges, it could have and should have notified counsel for Mimulani.  Instead, Gallo waited over 

two months to raise the alleged failure to receive Mimulani's discovery responses, and when it 

finally did write a letter to Mimulani's counsel regarding the discovery responses, the letter was 

received by Mimulani's counsel only two weeks prior to the close of discovery.  It was not 

reasonable for Gallo to delay during the last months of the discovery period before raising only 

two weeks prior to the close of discovery a discovery dispute that could have been raised months 

earlier.  

 Also, upon receipt of a copy of Mimulani's responses by email on December 19, 2008, 

counsel for Gallo could have requested a stipulation to extend the discovery deadline prior to the 

discovery cutoff of December 25, 2008.  Careful review of the dates shows that Gallo's counsel 

inexplicable waited until after the deadline to request a stipulated extension by letter dated 
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December 29, 2008.  (Harvey Decl. and Ex. A thereto, accompanying Gallo's motion)1.  As an 

alternative to a stipulation, Gallo could have unilaterally requested an extension for mere "good 

cause" under Rule 6(b)(1) at any time between Dec. 19 and Dec. 25.  Instead, Gallo did nothing 

and now asks the Board to excuse its neglect to the substantial prejudice of Mimulani.   

 Although the time period in question was near the holiday season, Gallo has offered no 

reason why other authorized individuals within either Gallo's in-house legal department or its 

outside counsel's firm could not have acted during this time.  Mimulani notes that the Board does 

not consider circumstances such as an office move, death, or clerical error to excuse neglect 

absent substantial and specific explanation.  See HKG Indus., Inc. v. Perma-Pipe, Inc., 49 USPQ 

2d 1156 (T.T.A.B. 1998) (finding that a failure to explain why other authorized individuals could 

not have assumed responsibility after counsel's death weighed against finding excusable neglect).  

Accordingly, the Board should not discount Gallo's neglect merely because the relevant time was 

prior to Christmas. 

C.  Reopening discovery will likely result in additional discovery disputes and/or 
lengthy discovery procedures, substantially delaying this proceeding 

 
If discovery were reopened both parties would serve additional discovery and additional 

discovery disputes are likely to arise.  In particular, Gallo has previously expressed its desire to 

depose Mimulani live and in the U.S.  Any attempt to do so will precipitate a discovery dispute 

                                              
1 The voice mails Mr. Harvey left for Mimulani's counsel also came on December 29, 2008 (well 
before he became Gallo’s counsel of record on July 29, 2009) after the close of discovery.  
However, these voicemails did not contain any request for a stipulated extension.  (See 
transcription of voicemail on page 3 of Mimulani's Feb 9, 2009 Reply). 
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resulting in substantial delay. 2  Other unidentifiable disputes are also likely to arise.  Judging 

from prior proceedings in this case, each discrete discovery dispute delays this proceeding by 

approximately 8 months. 

D. Mimulani will be prejudiced if discovery is re-opened  

 The substantial additional discovery and disputes that will arise if discovery is reopened 

will significantly increase costs for Mimulani and affect is ability to litigate this case, to the 

prejudice of Mimulani. 

 
IV. Conclusion   

WHEREFORE Opposer’s motion should be denied. 

 

Dated:  August 14, 2009 

      Respectfully submitted, 
 
      /Mark Lebow/     

     Mark Lebow 
     Young & Thompson 

   209 Madison Street, Suite  # 500 
     Alexandria, Virginia  22314 
     Tel: (703) 521-2297 
      

Attorney for Applicant Mimulani AG 
     

 

                                              
2  Even if Gallo conducted depositions upon written questions, this would also substantially 
delay this proceeding due to the cumbersome nature of the process.  As noted in 37 CFR § 
2.20(a) and TBMP § 404.07(b), because discovery depositions must be both noticed and taken 
during the discovery period, a party desirous of taking a discovery deposition on written 
questions should initiate the procedure early in its discovery period. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  
 

I hereby certify the foregoing APPLICANT'S OPPOSITION TO OPPOSER'S MOTION 

TO REOPEN DISCOVERY PERIOD; DECLARATION OF MARK LEBOW; 

DECLARATION OF JEFFREY GOEHRING, and Exhibits A – H, were deposited as first class 

U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, to Seth I. Appel, Harvey Siskind LLP, Four Embarcadero Center, 

39th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111. 

 
     /Chris Munsell/   
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DECLARATION OF MARK LEBOW IN SUPPORT OF  
APPLICANT'S OPPOSITION TO  

OPPOSER'S MOTION TO REOPEN DISCOVERY PERIOD  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
I, Mark Lebow, declare as follows:  

 

1. I am counsel for Applicant Mimulani AG.  I make this declaration freely and of my own 

personal knowledge.  If called upon to testify, I could and would testify as to the matters set 

forth. 

2. Exhibit A hereto are true and correct copies of the signature page and certificate of 

service page of Mimulani AG responses to E. & J. Gallo Winery's first set of interrogatories, 

document requests, and admissions.  

3. Exhibit B hereto are true and correct copies of Mimulani AG production documents 

Bates labeled 000001 – 000004. 

4. Exhibit D hereto is a true and correct copy of an email I sent, via an assistant's email 

account, to French counsel for Mimulani AG, through whom we represent Mimulani AG. 
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5. Attachere hereto as Exhibit G is a true and correct copy of email correspondence I had 

with Paul Reidl, counsel for Opposer, on July 25, 2008. 

6. Counsel for E. & J. Gallo Winery made no inquiry to me regarding possible availability 

and dates for deposition of Mimulani AG prior to the inquiry in counsel's November 11, 2008 

letter.  Accordingly, upon information and belief, counsel for E. & J. Gallo Winery was incorrect 

when he suggested in that letter that I had not replied to a prior inquiry. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the United 

States of America that the foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration was executed 

this 14th day of August 2009. 

 
 
 
      /Mark Lebow/     

     Mark Lebow 
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DECLARATION OF JEFFREY GOEHRING IN SUPPORT OF  
APPLICANT'S OPPOSITION TO  

OPPOSER'S MOTION TO REOPEN DISCOVERY PERIOD  
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
I, Jeffrey Goehring, declare as follows:  

 

1. I am counsel for Applicant Mimulani AG.  I make this declaration freely and of my own 

personal knowledge.  If called upon to testify, I could and would testify as to the matters set 

forth. 

2. On October 6, 2008 I served Mimulani AG's responses to the first set of document 

request, interrogatories, and request for admissions of E. & J. Gallo Winery. 

3. To effect service, as indicated in the certificate of service on each response, I mailed the 

responses by U.S. mail to Paul W. Reidl at E. & J. Gallo Winery. P.O. Box 1130, Modesto, CA 

95353. 

4. On October 7 or October 8, 2008 I served Mimuilani AG's document production 

consisting of labeled and Bates numbered documents numbering 000001 – 000004. 
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5. Exhibit C attached hereto is a true and correct copy of an email I received on October 6, 

2008 from Young & Thompson's trademark paralegal, Hue Morrison. 

6. Exhibit E hereto is a true and correct copy of the signature page of E. & J. Gallo Winery's 

Second Set of Requests for Admissions. 

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit F are true and correct copies of various pages I printed from 

the internet on August 13 and/or 14, 2009. 

8. Attached hereto as Exhibit H are true and correct copies of various pages I printed from 

the internet on August 13 and/or 14, 2009. 

9. On August 13, 2009 I spoke with a Mr. Leo Soto at the Paradise St. U.S. Post Office in 

Modesto, CA.  I inquired regarding the correct zip that should be used when sending mail to P.O. 

Box 1130 in Modesto, CA.  Specifically, I asked whether the zip code 95353 or 95354 should be 

used when sending mail to this P.O. Box.  Mr. Soto was immediately familiar with the P.O. Box 

number I was inquiring about and informed me that zip code number 95353 was the correct zip 

code to use when sending mail to the P.O. Box.  Upon further inquiry he informed me that the 

95354 zip code should only be used when sending mail to E. & J. Gallo Winery's street address 

at 600 Yosemite Boulevard. 

10. In drafting my email of December 19, 2008 to counsel for E. & J. Gallo Winery I 

compared the address used to serve Mimulani AG discovery responses to the address listed on 

the stock letterhead of the letters dated November 11, 2008 and December 9, 2008 received from 

Gallo's counsel.  I noticed that the address on the letterhead stock included a street address as 

well as a P.O. Box number, while the address used for service included only a P.O. Box number.  

I also notices a discrepancy in the last digit of the addresses listed. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the United 

States of America that the foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration was executed 

this 14th day of August 2009.  

 
      /Jeffrey Goehring/     

     Jeffrey Goehring  
  
 



EXHIBIT A  













EXHIBIT B  



MIMULANI AG 

000001



MIMULANI AG 

000002



 

A veritable fireworks Alambic display of
spices and peppery notes, softened by
the fragrant scent of flowers. Finesse
Alambic and elegance are the major
characteristics.

Art of production

G – garantie: guaranty of conformity of grapes to
the standards and
production to original French technology of
cognac (is produced
strictly in accordace with the 1909 Decree)

A – alambic charentais traditionnel: traditional
Charente still, ensuring
fractional distillation of cognac wine (double
distillation, a
technology existing since 15th century)

LL - lignine: one of the main components of oak,
which causes presence in
cognac of unique flower bouquet; with oxidation
of lignin the aromatic
substances appear, characterizing notes of
“Rancio”

I – international: produced following the French
traditions, on the one
hand, and according to the taste preferences of
cognac consumers of
Russia and CIS countries, on the other hand.
GALLISS is really an
international brand with mission to unify Mankind
as inhabitants of the
planet Earth

SS – super selection: GALLISS cognacs consist of
strictly selected cognac
spirits from the best cognac regions (Grande and
Petite Champagne, Fins
Bois ), which are produced according to all
technological requirements
toward qualities and quantities (the art of
blending and partnership)

Rancio concept

GALLISS Rancio concept means that selection of cognac
spirits is made during their phases of maturing, at the time,
when they discover maximum of their tasting qualities:

Optimal development of bouquet of «RANCIO
ADOLESCENCE» is achieved at the age of 15…18 yyears.
For this reason the first product in the GALLISS range –
Premium V.S.O.P – is made of spirits with minimum age of
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The ring illustrates aromas for each
Rancio

15 y.o. For the same reason none of GALLISS cognacs
consist of spirits younger than15 y.o.

Development of bouquet of «RANCIO YOUTH» is
achieved with the spirits of 20…30 y.o. This type of spirits
form GALLISS premium X.O.

Bouquet «RANCIO ADULTHOOD» is developed in cognac
spirits with the age of 30…40 y.o. This Rancio corresponds
to GALLISS Flamme d’Or

Further transformation and concentration of aroma occurs
in the blending of «RANCIO MATURITY» with the spirits
age of 40…50 y.o.

Maximum concentration of cognac spirits aroma is
achieved at the stage of «RANCIO WISDOM» with the
average age of spirits blended of 55 years

A distinctive pecularity of all development and maturing
phases is that the color, aroma and taste of the GALLISS
Cognacs is formed mainly due to oxidation transformation
of aromatic substances and their concentration during
ageing of the cognac spirits

EUROCIS HOLDING A/S |  Moscow Office |  telephone: + 7 (095) 937 6720 |  fax: + 7 (095) 937 6730 |  sales@galliss.com

Administrative Head Office |  Aarhusgade 129, DK-2100 Copenhagen |  Denmark |  telephone: + 45 39 18 07 07 |  fax: + 45 39 18 03 03
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